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Introducticn 

The urban-rural and farm-non-farm concepts are widely used in current life 

in both Papeete Statistics, aid) nattonal censuses, However, ehits 
widespread use has led to controversy because of the many different interpre- 
tations and applications to which these terms are subjected. This paper will 
attempt to rekindle an-old debate by examiniigeand Glawitving, theypole of 
these coneepts as. they are used in the Census of Canada. ‘The first part 
of the paper examines the urban-rural dichotomy, its opponents and their 
alternapives,, i tasproponents and their definitions; the second part takes 


a:‘Similar look at the farm-non-farm dichotomy. The conclusion attempts Lo 


answer the initlal. question. 


The Urban-Rural Dichotomy Debate 


We shall begin by examining the opponents of the dichotomy, since they are 


generally the, most, vocal. 
21 wthe Opponents, 


Oppouentss ot thes dichotomy are as old as the dichotomy itself. 
However, rather than repeating what has already been stated many 
times over in the literature, I shall imine nels me disicuss ton toma 
descriptlonuloh coaticstics, Canada's participation in a Workshop 
organized by the Council on Rural Development Canada in November 
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2.1.1 Arguments Against the, Dichot.emy 


Opponctnes of the urban=Kural dichotomy argue that in such a 
cContoxtueruraie is idovined. “by déefaudit,” since the dichotomy 
defines the urban and the rural is a heterogenous “nen-urban" 
orate Tome tami le tus tha 2076. Census. o£. Canada,» urban" 
was detined as an "area having a population concentration ot 


i000, or monesand a population density of 1,000 or more per 
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ejunve, moe (360 per squnre kilometre). The remalnder 1s 


tural.  ihis puts the truck-farmers of the Niagara Peninsula, 


e 


the fishermen of the Lunenburg region, the exurbanites of 
Montreal, the farmers living in the small villages of Saskat— 
Ciewan and the InuLts of Baffin Island all in the same category. 
A second argument, and the most popular one, is that there is 

no longer any real erence between the urban environment and 
ihe rural environment. The two are interpreted in such a way 

as Co be virtually Re Cun ashoah len The aecess) Lo Services 

te suey chat the rural ‘environment ean no Longer be considered 
"deprived": the. omhipresence of radio, television, home comforts 
and the same “urban values 2s 4 behavioural equalizer that 


transeends place of residence. 


etiam aroument against the urbat-rural dichotomy is that it 
is- based on the ambiguity betwéen population and environment. 
The current Canadian definition and that of most other countries 
a5 Dased on the notion that the urban population is that living 
in an “urban'' environment, with "urban" being defined in terms 
Of population Size and density aS opposed to roles, ‘functions 


and lifestyles. 


ie Loregoing arguments apply to the Canadian -definition but 


would apply equally well to the American. and French definitions. 


Alternative Solutions 


The positions of those who oppose the dichotomy range from nihi- 
Liem CO. tNe continuum tieary. Nililism states that since there 
Loom Minto ne nec DCEWeone CiNOmusbalmeinatsomnemG arc ice rua <a 
environment, the dichotomy is illusory, even dangerous, and should 
be abandoned. Most opponents of the dichotomy have adopted a 
MOUGMMOCe paECmGLIMNGC mT HOVa contend thik wrbanm and cural are 
not in opposition (i.e. are not dichotomous) but rather ft low 


Smoothly and amperceptibly inte one another. YVThis is the 


Digitized by the Internet Archive 
in 2023 with funding from 
University of Toronto 


https://archive.org/details/31/61116325507 
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continuum bicory.. ine continuum, lve. the categorfes which 
would describe the transition from a remote and uninhabited cenvi- 
ronment to a "metropolitan'’ environment, remains to be defined. 
imeamples DimecChiaecontinuum aoound., Ll shall cite the two that 

were used in the Council on Rural Development Canada Workshop. 
The population concentration continuum is recommended by 

several users desiring:more flexible categories’ and statistics. 
They would like to see the census‘ publish data for various 
population concentrations such as those listed below, rather 

than only for rural (less than 1,000 population) and urban 


(over 1,000 population) areas. 


300 ,OOO=populntion or over SWOLOIOS Meroe SINC) 
LBOs ONO? to 499,999 2.300 SE or 999 
2Oe G07 tie “99, 999 000 to 2.499 
Zoe QOUr te 49,999 500 to Bn) 
LOR OOURGO 24,999 Less than 500 population. 


Users would then distribute the. population as required and 


“name: the resulting categories. 


Another working definition of continuum based on several vari- 
ables was developed by R. Parenteau and discussed at the Council 


on Rural Development Canada Workshop. 
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Hie mopuilation of Ganada gas classified into four types 

by tite Summation of the scores assigned to the respective 
Vauteceom the four Signitteant variables. ‘The four types 
Aiee Ua eates urbane ypen Gecores 12 ta 16), (2) the pseuda= 
urban type i(scores 8 to 11), (3) the rural non-farm type 
‘(scores 4 to pre arrd C4) the xyural farm types (scores .0 
tone line four variables are: .(1) population size, 

(Qj population qlensity, (2iepropottion of total population 
living on census-farms, and (4) proportion of total popu- 
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However, any such definition is open to criticism regarding, 
the number of calegories, the variables used and the thresholds 


selected. 


lt 1s appropraate to conclude this: review of the arguments 


and proposals of the opponents of the dichotomy by profiling 


the opponents themselves. Many of them are researchers interested 


in specific regional problems to which the standard definitions 
donot apply. Lieir attempts to obtain the most accurate inftor- 
mation possible are)‘thwarted (or’so they say!) by the inflexi- 


Didaty olmtihesavarlabile= statistical tools. 


iehie Proponents 


tie proponents ef the urban=rural dichotomy Teel it) tsasitill -useful 
despitcemtheverigueism levelled At -iteby ves: detractors. However, 

their desire to preserve it does not blind them to its shortcomings. 
here ‘ave various Sages iets for modifications»in the establishment 


of the dichotomy; the principal ones will be reviewed here. 


Zoe Arguments Tor they Dichotomy 


Hiesexareuments: srewessentia liv ofa practical nature. 


US@maone alent: @reme tevoniea Comparisons 


The Unt ted Nations establishes international comparisons of tle 


dégree of Urbanizalionvof its member couwtries. | The implications 


, ' oe a 4 + es 
OL Conndaes currentdterree of urbanization ‘of 752°are’ open to 


thig Stwbrstie Peaised as a “developmentiak” 


questions however, 


NnencuLre Lhcomparisons with other coumtrics. 
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Use in National Comparisons 
If the urban-rural dichotomy was not defined in the census, 
how could one part of the country be compared with another? 
Bach user would establish his own cateyories, levels and 

nomenclature, resulting in even greater confusion than that 


which currently exists: a number of different users are 


already defining their own categories. 


Use in Chronological Comparisons 


Statistics Canada's: definition of the urban-rural dichotomy has 
varied only slightly from census to census. The increase in the 
urban: proportion of the total population from 1901 to 1976 can be 

2 weet : Ce Maa tery 
measured. fo idditionsethe, perieds1971-1976 marked .theremer- 

air " ) F . 

gence of a new "back to the land" movement which is not 
without interest. It followed on the heels of a similar 
phenomenon in the United States and may be an indication that 


am urbanization saluration, point’ has been reached. 


voese VoOssibie Dekimitions 


The positions adopted by the proponents of the dichotomy oer 
‘from the status quo to the revision of thresholds and-criterii. 
The status quo adherents believe it is better to keep the sanic 
definition of dichotomy despite its apparent shortcomlugs 
because towi ll facilitate chronological comparisons. In add'.- 
Evou, theycunrent definition 1s,casy .to understand and yp ve 
Lesis. also comparable’ to the deepens used im other 


countries. 


These who favour the revision; of threshulds, consider jthe 
eurrent threshold required for a population concentration 
Hon rmecOnsldenedenrcban C().00O) tou Low. They sugpest that 


he be inereascd to a minimum Of 2,500, as in the United 
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States, or perhaps even to 5,000 or 10,000. Those 


who favour criterial revisions believe the urban-rural 


dichotomy is useful but note that the population size and 


density levels do not refleet the economic and social. pheno- 


mena the dichotomy is supposed to measure. They therefore 
suggest various criteria, the most common of which are the 
percentage of the population living from primary industries, 


a 


the access to metropolitan centres and the access to services. 


Most proponents of the dichotomy (even with modifieations) ave 
oriented towards practise as opposed to research, towards inter- 


national or national studies as opposed to local studies. 


The eroineats and suggestions of. both groups (both for and 
apainst the dichotomy) lead to a sort of common ground or 
neutral zone where a-concensus may be Reena: The urban- 
rural dichotomy is obsolete for detailed and regional analyses 
in which alternative solutions such as the continuum by size 
of concentration are particularly promising. On the other 
Wead. the urban-rural eRe ieuetEllonsetu lL fous trend 
analyses. However, the widespread use of computers will 
undoubtedly allow users to dispose of the concepts they 


consider cumbersome and establish their own definitions based 


OM ELCIMaMONW eG Tm tke ns lale 


3.° The Farm—-Non-Farm Dichotomy Debate 


The farm-non-farm dichotomy published by the Census of Canada as a comple-~ 

ment to the Ser eater tl dichotomy in the form urban — rural farm - rural non-farm 
foeiess known than the former. Nevertlieless, ut givos rise tg, the same 

type ot debates (in this case, our source of experience is not the Council on 
Rural Deve lopment Canada Workshop but rather the studies of and discussions betwee 
the Census of Popudation and the Census of Agriculture during the planning 
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3.1 The Opponents 


The opponents in this particular debaté were Cansts of Agriculture 


specialists. 


Bo, Le Areumencs Against the Dichotomy 


The arguments against this dichotomy are as follows: 


. fack of Distinetion Between furin and Nontlarin Population 


Whereas in the beginning (1931 Census) there was a real diffe- 
rence between the population living on farms and that not living 
farms, such a distinction is no longer meaningful. The farm and 
eau ne weak populations share a similar lifestyle: both have 

equak access to radio and television and most services. Farm 
homes are equipped in the same fashion as non+farm homes. It 

is essentially occupation that distinguishes persons living 

on farms from those who do not. Since farm operations are 
becoming increasingly, complex and farm management increasingly 
industrialized, why should farmers be considered a select 


group any more than teachers or physicians. 


The Fact that the Non-farm Population is Defined "By Default" 


The dichotomy defines the famn, population, te. Chatiliving 

on farms or agricultural holdings whose area and sales of farin 
produce vary as defined by the census. ‘The non-farm population 
ig the "remainder," i.e. the population Living neither on 

farms nor in population conecentrations of over 1/0007 

fe tieretore ameludes the farmers Iiving on small vi tages tlic 


ingite of Bortan tsiand and the suburbanites skirting the age 


ways lO the metropolitan areas. 
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What is intended to be measured by defining the £arm population? 
Ig the intention to distinguish an environment or a lifestyle? 
L£ an environment (c.g. isolation, low density) is being 
measured, it is acceptable to define the farm population as 

the population living’ on farms., If, however, the intention 

is to examine the population by level of activity and income, 
the concept of “population living from farming," including 
households of which one member works in an apr ieuleural andustry, 
would be more appropriate. The current ambipulty may also lead 
users to draw erroneous conclusions. Since the criteria used 

to define farms are very broad, some persons may Live on farms 
Without actually living from farming (e.g. part time farmers 
whose major source of income is urban employment), while others 
whose major source of income is farming may not live on farms 


(e.g. farmers in Saskatchewan who use their farm as a second 


e XN 
‘residence. 


The criticisms that can be made of the Canadian dichotomy also 
apply to the Américan dichotomy, but not to those of other coun- 


tries whiten lave two defznitions: 2 Consus of Agriculture deft- 


nition (based on place of residence) and a Census of Population 


definitiom (based on economic activity). 


Alternative Solutions 


Mihiiien has 2ts adherents here as well, and-the Census of Agriculture 


has decided to discontinue the publication, of farm population data 
forelic Joe Gensts. Several other countries have also 

ceased Lo Makes this distinction im their census of population. 
Farm continuum adherents sugeest that the Census of Popula- 

tion and Census of Apriculture questionnatres be liauked, thereby 


pormcihing thederivation of ail the necessary categories. 
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n farm 
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; time operator 
e.g. total farm population 
households with a 
full-time operator 
not living on a 
farm 


The population can be distributed into those groups 
whose major source of income is: farming, those heads 
who are employed in atv agricultural industry, etc. Shis 


flexibility also precludes the current mutual exclusivencss 
i 


of the farm and urban populations (see introduction to Bas 
Opponents of the dichotomy are either persons who are more 
interested in farming than.in farmers or researchers who require 


moré flexibility than the traditional dichotomy will allow. 


fe Lie Propoweiis 


The proponents of the farm-non-farm dichotomy believe it is still 
Ph. useful despite the eritieisms levelled at it by its detractors; ltowe- 
ver, their desire to preserve it does not blind them to its short- 
comings. There are various suggestions for modifications in the 
establishment of the dichotomy; the principal ones will be reviewed 


here: 


3-2... -Areumeuytsylonythe Dichotomy 


These .angumemts are similar, to, these advanced for the urban- 
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The ‘FAO.establishes the rules for the definition of farm population 
used in censuses of ‘agriculture and, its rules are.extremely 


Clocemao sunosemuiscum tomdaeGn by thea Canadian census. Im any 
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case, it would be necessary to establish this dichotomy if only for 


this purpose. In addition, the farm proportion of the total popu- 


lation in both the United States and Canada is so ony teliate ive 


a 


L 


represents an absolute minimum of sorts that is of some interest. 


Use in National Comparisons 


The existence of a dichotomy, even an imperfect one, permits 
general comparisons between different parts of the country. 
It is also a definition which is simple, easy to understand 


aid apply. 


Use in Chronological Comparisons 


The farm-non+farin dichotomy has been defined in the census 
since 1931. the. definitional, criteria have been modified 
Sliphialy out not eutticiently to preclude com- 

Perehiitty. The only. major change is.in total sales, which 
were increased from $50 in 1971.to $1,200 in 1976 and will be 
reduced to $250 in 1981 (based’on the rationale that $50 ain 


4 Uo7 1 = $250 am, 1981). 


Comparative 1976-1981 data will be prepared for this purpose. 
7 Together with the rural-urban dichotomy, the farm-non-farm 
\ dichotomy provides an accurate reflection of population move- 
ments in recent decades. The increase in the farm population 
OG imei cimeolunbdia, coupledswwith an ingrease, in its. rural popt- 


Inti aeedescribed by Rw Parcntead s(op.. cit. note 6), is 


an example of an interesting, even striking result. 


tees VOSsi ble Del time Lows 
The proponents have adopted positions varying from the status 
(ug tor Ligurevision of inclusions and criteria... The status 


quo adherents believe it is better to have the same definition 
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of dichotomy, despite ils apparent shortcomings, because Lew i'l. 
facilitate chronological comparisons. In addition, ite We easy 
to understand and apply and is also comparable to the «defini 


tons) Usedman sOLMem countmiecs: 


Those favouring the revision of inclusions think that including 
the entire population living on farms leads to confusion. 

Some persons have "urban" homes on farm property 

and should be Gycluded. In the interests of specificity, only 


the houscholds of farm operators living on farms will be included 


tlie farm population as defined in the 1981] dichotomy. 


Those favouring criterial revision feel the dichotomy should 
be based on ecorlomic or social factors as opposed to place of 
residence. The farm population would be that living from 

farming, i.e. those households whose head is employed in an- 


agricultural industry, who is a farmer by trade or whose major 


source of income 1s farming. 


Sonclusion 


The profound sociological differences between the “urban-rural" 

groups on the one hand and the "fFarm-nonefarm" groups on the other 

hand are largely obscured by other differences such as metropolitan-non- 
tletropolitan, Gore-fringe, large centre-small centre, truck farming- 
subsistence farming, centre-periphery, availability or lack of services, 
access or lack of access to a major centre, ctc. In a developed country 
such differences are not used as developmental indices as theyware elsc— 


where. ' They may be used for chronological comparisons and provincial or 


international comparisons. 


New indices such as core-{fringe which can be casily combined must therefore 
be developed to reflect’ the more complex situation of today. ‘The linkage 
of the censuses of population and apriculture permits the establishinent 
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The rigid classes long used in census publications are a necessary minimum 
dictated by time constraints, available resources and national comparability 
requirements. Other definitions may be generated from the census data as 
well as a number of other sources. llowever, it is essential Chat the 


definitions that’ are used be carefully specified and clearly parameterized. 
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